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could get fixed—shame on us that for 
over 200 years we haven’t fixed this 
moral outrage—one reason we know 
that they understood it could be fixed 
is what they did to make the residents 
of the Nation’s Capital equal in the 
first place. 

During the 10-year transition from 
the territory in Maryland and Virginia 
to form the Nation’s Capital, the 
Framers did not want those residents 
to be left without their equal rights for 
even one second. So while they had ju-
risdiction, they saw to it that during 
that transition period when they 
weren’t really a part of Maryland and 
Virginia and weren’t really a part of 
the new Capital, they would retain 
their rights. 

Those people who lived in Maryland 
and Virginia who were on their way to 
becoming the Nation’s Capital still 
voted in those two States and had 
every single right preserved until juris-
diction passed to the United States 
Congress. And that is when tyranny set 
in—the tyranny of not having that rep-
resentation carried over under the ju-
risdiction of the Congress. 

In 1801, when we became the Nation’s 
Capital, the people of the District of 
Columbia went into the streets to de-
mand their rights. They have been in 
the streets demanding their full rights 
ever since, as any red-blooded Ameri-
cans would be. 

Mr. Speaker, we have tried every 
route, some of it more gradual than 
others, to pursue and to obtain our full 
rights as American citizens. We have 
tried voting rights for the House, vot-
ing rights for the House and Senate, all 
other ways—budget autonomy, legisla-
tive autonomy. Even if we had gotten 
those, they would have been insuffi-
cient, but it says everything about the 
shortcomings of the Congress that even 
those insufficient routes to statehood 
are not yet a part of our law. 

On September 15, there will be a full 
jurisdictional Senate hearing. That 
hearing will take place next Monday. 
That hearing will set an important 
guidepost. It will educate many in the 
Senate and House and many in our 
country about what the people of the 
District of Columbia, the Nation’s Cap-
ital, do not now have and what they 
are entitled to. 

There can be no doubt that no Amer-
ican would believe that those who pay 
taxes as they do should not have the 
same representation in the House and 
Senate that they do. There isn’t any 
American who would say that the funds 
that are locally raised in your local ju-
risdiction should come to the Congress 
of the United States for any reason. 

I do not believe that our problem lies 
with the people of our country. I do be-
lieve that many of them are not fully 
aware that their own Capital is less 
free than any part of our country. 

So what we will hear on next Monday 
is not all about the moral reasons; 
some of them, of course, but also the 
reasons that go to our creed as Ameri-
cans and go to practical matters such 

as whether the Federal government 
should be able to close down the Dis-
trict of Columbia when they have a dis-
agreement among themselves at the 
Federal level. We will hear not only the 
moral reasons, but the practical rea-
sons for statehood. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we seek statehood 
in the name of the people I represent, 
perhaps even more so in the name of 
the thousands of American citizens 
who happened to live in the District of 
Columbia and went to war for their 
country in Germany, Vietnam, Afghan-
istan, and Iraq but never came home, 
and in the name of those who will once 
again protect our country now that the 
President has indicated that we our-
selves must take on the fight against 
ISIS. 

On this 9/11, as we remember those 
innocent people who died simply be-
cause they happened to be in New York 
and Pennsylvania, I ask, Mr. Speaker, 
that the Congress remember the 650,000 
people who live in the Nation’s Capital, 
who are proud of their residency in the 
District of Columbia, many of whom, 
like me, a third-generation Washing-
tonian, are proud of their lineage in 
the Nation’s Capital. 

In the name of all those I represent, 
I ask for statehood for the District of 
Columbia so that our residents may 
have equal citizenship, those same 
rights which led the Founders of our 
country to create the United States of 
America. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 

b 1530 

EVENTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST 
WITH ISIS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to address the events in the Mid-
dle East and with ISIS, and I want to 
address three separate areas. The first 
is what should be the role of Congress 
in deciding American policy on these 
horrific events. 

Second is to respond to the unjusti-
fied attacks on the President of the 
United States by those who claim he 
doesn’t have a plan, doesn’t have a de-
tailed enough plan, doesn’t have a per-
fect plan, or whatever. 

And the third is to discuss what 
should be our policy in the Middle East 
and what dangers there are, no matter 
which policy we pursue. 

As we try to protect our Nation, we 
should also protect our Constitution. 
Article I of the Constitution vests in 
Congress the exclusive duty to decide 
when we declare war, when we go to 
war. 

Article II makes the President of the 
United States Commander in Chief of 
our Armed Forces. 

These two provisions need to be rec-
onciled so that both the Congress and 

the President can make the decisions 
that the Constitution charges to them 
in our foreign and military policy. 

This is not a new issue. President 
Jefferson sent our Marines, in the 
words of the song, ‘‘to the shores of 
Tripoli’’ in 1801. This was our first for-
eign military deployment. This was our 
first fighting and involvement in the 
Middle East. And most relevant today, 
it was the first use of our military 
abroad in the absence of a formal dec-
laration of war. 

Well, what did Thomas Jefferson 
think was the appropriate congres-
sional role? 

Thomas Jefferson sought and ob-
tained advance authorization to put 
our Marines ashore in North Africa. 

We still face the same constitutional 
provisions, but several decades ago, we 
passed the War Powers Act, a reason-
able statute that harmonizes the two 
provisions of the Constitution that I 
have discussed. 

The War Powers Act makes it clear 
that the President can act for 60 or 90 
days without the authorization of Con-
gress, but that is it. Beyond those time 
limits, deployments require congres-
sional authorization. 

Now, we have heard from the Presi-
dent that he respects Congress, likes 
us, consults with us, and would wel-
come our support. But the President, I 
am sure, consults with many aca-
demics and think tanks and foreign of-
ficials, not as a constitutional duty, 
but just because it makes sense to con-
sult with them. And the President 
would welcome the support of The Her-
itage Foundation or The New York 
Times editorial board for his policies. 

Saying that you welcome the support 
of Congress, or that you consult with 
Congress, has nothing to do with the 
legal rights of Congress and the Amer-
ican people. 

Now, the President has taken a very 
unusual legal stance. He asserted 
broadly last night that he has the au-
thority to conduct the bombing cam-
paign, but he needs Congress to ap-
prove training Syrians and providing 
arms. This stands the Constitution on 
its head. 

The main decision to be made here is 
whether we put our pilots and/or sol-
diers in harm’s way, whether we wage 
war and cause casualties, and perhaps 
incur casualties. The far less important 
decision is whether we train a few hun-
dred or a few thousand Syrians and 
provide them with weapons. 

Keep in mind, this training and arm-
ing of Syrians has occurred for well 
over a year without congressional au-
thorization. 

What is happening here is the Presi-
dent wants us to vote in favor of his 
plan, or to take a vote of Congress and 
claim it is a vote in favor of his plan, 
when, in fact, we would only be voting 
on the smallest part of that plan, and 
that is, whether, without any risk of 
casualties to ourselves, without any 
risk that we would be directly causing 
casualties in the Middle East, to pro-
vide training to Syrian rebels. This is 
hardly what the Constitution requires. 
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Today, in response to my questions, 

the President’s Deputy National Secu-
rity Adviser explained, for the first 
time from this administration, why 
they think they have authorization to 
bomb Iraq and Syria without any fur-
ther action from Congress. He cited the 
authorization to use military force 
passed in this House 13 years ago, in re-
sponse to the tragic events which oc-
curred 13 years ago to this day. 

When Congress authorized going 
after al Qaeda, we never envisioned 
that that authority would be used in 
this manner. 

Just as important, the President’s 
plan is to go after ISIS, which has been 
repudiated by al Qaeda, which broke 
from al Qaeda, and which wages war 
against the al-Nusra Front, which is 
part of al Qaeda. 

It is difficult to say that an author-
ization to use force against al Qaeda is 
an authorization to use force against 
those who are fighting al Qaeda, but it 
is a technical argument. 

On the President’s side, you can say 
that al Qaeda splintered, and that all 
the splinters constitute part of the or-
ganization that attacked us 13 years 
ago to this day. 

That is why Congress needs to revise 
the authorization to use military force 
of 2001. We passed it for one purpose. Is 
it going to be there for 100 years? 

Is it going to authorize things we 
never imagined? 

Or shouldn’t Congress define what it 
is we are authorizing under today’s cir-
cumstance? 

The other argument raised by the 
President’s Deputy National Security 
Adviser is that the authorization to go 
to war against Saddam Hussein some-
how applies to this situation. A reading 
of that resolution clearly shows that it 
is confined to Iraq, and would not jus-
tify that portion of the President’s 
plan, a necessary portion, that involves 
bombing Syria. 

So, again, Congress should vote on 
our authorization to use military force 
that is crafted to this situation at this 
time. But it is unlikely that we will do 
so because there is almost a silent con-
spiracy here in Washington. 

Presidents want more power to act as 
they decide in the national interest, 
without having to ask Congress for au-
thority. Members of Congress some-
times just want to avoid a tough vote. 

So, the desire of the President to 
have all power, and the desire of some 
Members of this House to avoid respon-
sibility, coincide with the idea of the 
President just boldly saying he has the 
authority to enter a new conflict and 
to enter it for far more than 60 or 90 
days, and Congress never has to vote on 
the matter. 

The President, of course, would like 
to say that he has a vote of Congress in 
favor of his plan. So we are going to 
end up with the sneakiest of all maneu-
vers. 

What is likely to occur, and I hope it 
doesn’t, is that we will vote next week 
on whether to continue government op-

erations, whether to fund the govern-
ment for the next several months, 
whether to prevent our national parks 
from closing, and buried in there will 
be a provision authorizing and funding 
the training of Syrian dissidents, and 
we will pass that package. 

The President will claim that since 
we funded and authorized the training 
of Syrian dissidents, we voted for his 
entire plan, including the bombing. 
And Members of Congress can say they 
had no choice but to vote for the Syr-
ian provision, but didn’t actually like 
it, never really voted for it. They just 
voted to keep the national parks open. 
A silent conspiracy of empowerment 
and shirking responsibility. 

What we should do next week is have 
three separate votes: one vote on 
whether to fund and authorize the arm-
ing of Syrians, because the President 
has asked for that vote; second, a vote 
on whether to authorize military force 
limited exclusively to air forces and 
not authorizing ground operations; and 
the third would be a vote to go further 
and authorize ground operations. 

The exact contours of these resolu-
tions should be subject to amendment 
and open amendment in this House. We 
would have to deal with the duration 
and the exact limitations. But then we 
would be performing our constitutional 
duty. Then we would be protecting the 
American Constitution. 

I fear that, instead, we will cleverly 
avoid responsibility and the President 
will be able to say, ah, but you voted 
for my plan. 

Now, in defense of the President, I 
want to respond to the constant harp-
ing that the President doesn’t have a 
plan, doesn’t have a detailed enough 
plan, doesn’t have a strategy. 

Well, first the President put forward 
a plan last evening. While Republicans 
have blasted it as insufficiently de-
tailed, it is just as detailed as the plans 
put forward by the former President to 
invade Afghanistan and to invade Iraq. 

Now, keep in mind, as we learned 
from those wars, whatever plan is put 
forward is going to be dramatically 
changed because once you engage in 
hostilities, things change. 

Second, if the President were to pro-
vide as much detail as some 
hyperpartisan Republicans are demand-
ing, he would then be attacked for re-
vealing our strategy, our tactics, and 
classified information. 

The only thing that holds together, 
creates consistency among certain ex-
tremist partisan Republicans, is that 
whatever the President does, it is 
wrong. 

Then I have got to ask, where is the 
Republican plan? 

Have Republicans coalesced around 
any plan? 

Has any prominent Republican even 
put forward a plan? 

Where is your plan? 
Vice President Dick Cheney has not 

put forward a plan, just an expression 
of anger and partisanship. Speaker 
BOEHNER has not put forward a plan. 

The Republican-controlled House 
Armed Services Committee majority 
has not put forward a plan. 

There are a host of think tanks here 
in Washington that could aid Repub-
licans in drafting a plan, yet, the Re-
publicans have yet to even discuss 
their own plan, let alone coalesce 
around the Republican plan. 

It seems like the Republicans do have 
a plan. Their plan is to reap political 
advantage from this crisis in the Mid-
dle East, while avoiding any responsi-
bility for making decisions. 

The Republicans are politically clev-
er. And when I say Republicans in this 
speech, I am referring only to the 
hyperpartisan Republicans who have 
engaged in the activities that I de-
scribed. 

These Republicans understand that 
no one can draft the plan the American 
people really want. Americans want a 
plan that guarantees the immediate 
and total destruction of ISIS, without 
significant American casualties. 

So hyperpartisan Republicans can 
constantly berate the President be-
cause he doesn’t have a guarantee. He 
isn’t offering immediate total destruc-
tion. He does have a plan designed to 
avoid American casualties. 

Instead, we get a suggestion that 
somehow this guaranteed, no-cost, im-
mediate total victory would be 
achieved if only we had a different 
President. 

I think it is time for Congress to stop 
harping about whether the President 
has a plan. He has put forth a plan. 

Now Congress must exercise its con-
stitutional role in defining what au-
thorizations the President is going to 
be granted and what portions of his 
plan are going to be authorized. 

I look forward to—I hope, though 
doubt—a serious debate on the floor of 
this House, where we will discuss and 
vote on and amend and vote on the 
amendments of a resolution dealing 
with whether to arm Syrians and train 
them, with a resolution as to whether 
to have a long-term, multiyear, per-
haps, bombing campaign against ISIS, 
and whether the President is author-
ized to use ground forces. 

b 1545 
Finally, I want to focus on the Mid-

dle East, itself, and how complicated 
the situation is, and I want to praise 
the President not only for his decisive 
action but also for his wise caution, be-
cause the situation we face in the Mid-
dle East is far more complicated than 
the President’s detractors would let on. 

The natural reaction upon seeing 
those horrific videos is to say ISIS is 
the embodiment of all evil, and its 
total and immediate destruction is all 
that we need to do, that it should be 
our entire focus, but let’s look at the 
situation. We look not only on the en-
tity we want to destroy but also at who 
will be empowered by its destruction. 
Who is on the ground in Syria and in 
the Sunni areas of Iraq that is fighting 
ISIS and stands to gain if ISIS is de-
stroyed? If we make the list, we see en-
tities that are nearly as evil as ISIS 
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and are, if anything, more capable of 
hitting our homeland, of hitting Eu-
rope, of hitting targets outside the 
Middle East, than is ISIS itself. 

First, we see that ISIS is engaged in 
war with the al-Nusra Front. Al-Nusra 
is a dedicated branch of al Qaeda, one 
of its more capable branches. So the 
destruction of ISIS will, to some de-
gree, empower al Qaeda and al-Nusra, 
since they are both rivals in fighting 
for support among extremist Sunnis. 

Second, on the list of ISIS’ foes is the 
Assad regime. Now, the very people 
who are attacking the President for 
not acting precipitously today were at-
tacking the President last year for not 
bombing the Assad regime. So they at-
tacked him last year for not bombing 
Assad and this year for not bombing 
Assad’s number one enemy. The only 
consistency here is you are attacking 
the President for not bombing some-
body. The fact is that Assad has the 
blood of many tens of thousands of peo-
ple on his hands, and his empower-
ment, his success in removing the ISIS 
problem that he has, will be one of the 
disadvantages of destroying ISIS. 

Third is Iran and Hezbollah. Iran and 
Hezbollah are waging war against ISIS 
today, and embody a greater long-term 
threat to the United States than ISIS. 
Keep in mind that Hezbollah killed 
hundreds of marines during the Reagan 
administration in Lebanon. Hezbollah 
and Iran, in working together, have 
conducted operations on a variety of 
different continents. There is all this 
talk about how there are numbers of 
people fighting with ISIS who have 
American passports, and they might 
come back and conduct an operation. 
There are those who are fighting with 
ISIS who have European passports who 
could go to Europe and conduct an op-
eration. That is ‘‘might.’’ Iran and 
Hezbollah have been conducting oper-
ations in South America, Europe, Asia 
for decades, and Iran came close to ef-
fectuating an assassination right here 
in Washington, D.C., just within the 
last decade. 

So, yes, it would be good to destroy 
ISIS, but let’s not kid ourselves. Those 
who would be empowered by that de-
struction include entities nearly as evil 
and probably more dangerous than 
ISIS itself. 

I bring up this complexity to argue 
against those who wonder why we 
didn’t just lash out immediately. Why 
do we need caution? We need caution 
because the situation is not as simple 
as an old Western movie where you 
have the good guy in a white hat and 
the bad guy in a black hat, and if the 
bad guy gets killed, there is peace and 
unity, and life is wonderful and re-
stored, and the good cowboy in the 
white hat rides off into the sunset with 
the schoolmarm. Al-Nusra is not a 
schoolmarm. Hezbollah is not a school-
marm. Iran is developing nuclear weap-
ons. The Middle East is not nearly as 
simple as the President’s detractors 
pretend. 

I look forward to doing something 
that Members of Congress don’t nec-

essarily look forward to doing, and 
that is taking responsibility and cast-
ing tough votes, but if we are going to 
be true to the Constitution, we will not 
allow to stay on the books in its 
present form a 2001 resolution that was 
adopted in the immediate aftermath of 
the terrible events that occurred 13 
years ago today. We will not allow that 
statement to be twisted and stretched 
and applied to situations well beyond 
its description. We will, instead, do 
what the Constitution requires of us, 
and that is to define: 

What is the President authorized to 
do, under these circumstances, for the 
goals that we have this decade and at 
this time? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 2323. An act to amend chapter 21 of title 
5, United States Code, to provide that fa-
thers of certain permanently disabled or de-
ceased veterans shall be included with moth-
ers of such veterans as preference eligibles 
for treatment in the civil service; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 52 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, Sep-
tember 15, 2014, at noon for morning- 
hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

7024. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s 2014 report on the efforts of 
the Radiation Source Protection and Secu-
rity Task Force, in accordance with Section 
651(d) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7025. A letter from the President, Arab 
Parliament, transmitting a statement of the 
emergency meeting of the Arab Parliament’s 
Committee on Foreign Affairs related to the 
repercussions of the Israeli aggression on the 
Palestinian people; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

7026. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department 
of State, transmitting a memorandum of 
Justification for Action Under Section 
5(a)(6) of the Iran Sanctions Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

7027. A letter from the Speaker, Kuwait 
National Assembly, transmitting a letter 
calling attention to the continuous aggres-
sion by the Israeli forces on the Palestinian 
People; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7028. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a letter 
informing the Congress that approximately 

50 U.S. Armed Forces personnel were de-
ployed to the Central African Republic to 
support the resumption of the activities of 
the U.S. Embassy in Bangui; (H. Doc. No. 
113–154); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed. 

7029. A letter from the Executive Analyst, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting a report pursuant to the Fed-
eral Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

7030. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting eighteen reports pursuant to 
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

7031. A letter from the Chairman, Merit 
Systems Protection Board, transmitting a 
report entitled, ‘‘Veteran Hiring in the Civil 
Service: Practices and Perceptions’’; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

7032. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Phased Retirement (RIN: 
3206-AM71) received August 14, 2014, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

7033. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety 
Zone, Patapsco River; Baltimore, MD [Dock-
et Number: USCG-2014-0201] (RIN: 1625-AA00) 
received August 14, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7034. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2014-0005; Directorate 
Identifier 2013-NM-144-AD; Amendment 39- 
17890; AD 2014-13-14] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
August 11, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7035. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2014-0004; Directorate 
Identifier 2013-NM-143-AD; Amendment 39- 
17900; AD 2014-14-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
August 11, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7036. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; The Boeing Company 
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2013-0206; Direc-
torate Identifier 2012-NM-068-AD; Amend-
ment 39-17507; AD 2013-14-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received August 11, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7037. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; The Boeing Company 
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2014-0432; Direc-
torate Identifier 2014-NM-099-AD; Amend-
ment 39-17898; AD 2014-14-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received August 11, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7038. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; The Boeing Company 
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2012-0863; Direc-
torate Identifier 2012-NM-108-AD; Amend-
ment 39-17883; AD 2014-13-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received August 11, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 
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